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The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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CALVERT, Adninistrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 21
to 26, all the clains remaining in the application.

The clains on appeal are drawn to an injection nolding

machi ne having a novable die section (clains 21 to 23), and a
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control systemfor directly controlling acceleration of a

pressure-driven novable die section (clainms 24 to 26).

The reference applied in the final rejection is:
Sat o 4, 855, 095
Aug. 8, 1989
Clains 21 to 26 stand finally rejected under 35 U S. C
§ 102(b) as anticipated by Sato.
W will consider separately the two groups of clains into
whi ch appel | ants have divided the clainms on appeal.

Clains 21 to 23

| ndependent claim 21 requires, inter alia:

a controller for controlling the pressure of the
fluid in said fluid line, said controller including
a sensor for sensing at |least a portion of at |east
one of a time function, a velocity profile and a
position profile of said novable die section at all
times during novenent of said novable die section
between first and second positions and produci ng an
out put signal indicative thereof, wherein at said
first position said novable die section is operably
arranged with a second die section for formation of
an injection nolded product, wherein at said second
position said novable die section is spaced fromthe
second di e section for nolded product ejection,
wherein said output signal is fed into a conparator
for conparing said output signal to a contro
paranmeter, said conparator outputting a contro
signal to a pressure regulating device in said fluid
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line for controlling the pressure of fluid entering

said port, and hence directly controlling the

accel eration of said novable die section at al

ti mes during novenent of said novable die section

between said first and second positions.
In applying this | anguage to the apparatus disclosed by Sato,
it is evident that Sato discloses a sensor 31 which senses the
position of novable die section 16 and produces an out put
signal fed to a conparator 33. However, claim 21 further

requires that the sensor sense "at |least a portion of ... a

position profile of said novable die section at all tines

during novenment of said novable die section between first and
second positions" (enphasis added), the first and second
positions being defined as, in essence, the closed (nolding)
position and the open (ejection) position of the novable die
section, respectively. W find no disclosure in Sato of how
the novable die is controlled during its novenent fromthe

cl osed position to the ejection position. Sato’s description
of the operation in col. 4, lines 4 to 32, states in lines 5
to 7 sinply that "the nmetal nolds are opened by noving the
novabl e netal nold 16 to the left [in the drawing] to take out
t he nol ded product,” and the remai nder of the description is
concerned with operation of the machi ne when the novable nold
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is being noved in the other direction. Presumably, insofar as
Sato’s disclosure is concerned, the novable nold 16 woul d be
moved to the open (ejection) position nerely by applying
pressure to the right side of the piston in cylinder 18, and
there is no disclosure that such pressure is controlled (and
certainly not controlled "at all times" as required by claim
21) in response to any signals fromsensor 31. The rel evance
of the exam ner’s statenent on page 4 of the answer that
Sato’s sensor 31 senses at |least a portion of the position
profile during the injection phase is not apparent, since
claim2l1l is concerned with the opening or ejection phase,
rat her than the injection phase.

Accordingly, the rejection of independent claim?21, as
wel | as dependent clains 22 and 23, will not be sustained.

Clains 24 to 26

| nsof ar as relevant to this decision, independent claim
24 essentially differs fromclaim?21 in that it is concerned
wi th novenent of the novable die section in the opposite
direction, i.e., fromthe second (ejection) position toward
the first (closed) position. As recited in lines 9 to 16 of
the claim the system i ncl udes:
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a sensor for sensing at |east a
portion of at |east one of a tine
function, a velocity profile and a
position profile of the novable die
section during novenent of the novable
die section froma second position
toward a first position and producing
an out put signal indicative thereof,
wherein at said first position the
novabl e die section is operably
arranged with a second die section for
formati on of a product, wherein at
sai d second position the novable die
section is spaced fromthe second die
section a sufficient distance to allow
ej ection of a formed product from

bet ween t he novabl e die section and
the die section.

Appel  ants’ argunment on pages 9 and 10 of their brief
seens to be predicated on the fact that Sato’s detector 31 is
not involved in controlling the novenent of novable die
section 16 during the entire novenment fromthe second
(ejection) position to the first (nolding) position, but claim
24 is not so limted.

It is well settled that clains are to be given their broadest

reasonabl e interpretations, and limtations are not to be read

into themfromthe specification. 1n re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d

1181, 1184, 26 USP@d 1057, 1059 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Here,
cl aim 24 expressly does not require that the sensor sense nore
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than "a portion" of a position profile, and (unlike claim21)
does not require that the sensing be "at all tinmes" during
novenent of the novable die section; but rather, giving claim
24 its broadest reasonable interpretation, the recitation
"during novenent ... toward a first position” in lines 14-16
nmerely defines the direction in which the novabl e die section
is noving, rather than the duration of the tinme period during
whi ch the sensing occurs. Claim24 therefore reads on
apparatus, such as that of Sato, where the sensor senses a
position profile during part of the novenent of the novable
die section fromthe second (ejection) position toward the
first (nmolding) position. Since Sato di scl oses apparat us
meeting all the limtations of claim?24, that claimis
anti ci pat ed.

W w il therefore sustain the rejection of claim 24,
together with the rejection of clains 25 and 26, which
appel  ants have grouped wth claim24. 37 CFR 1.192 (c) (7).
Concl usi on

The exam ner’'s decision to reject clainms 21 to 23 is

reversed, and to reject clains 24 to 26 is affirned.
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No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal may be extended under

37 CFR § 1.136(a).

Affirned-In-Part

JENNI FER D. BAHR
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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)
)
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